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	1. Background and Context 

	

	
	
	

	
	Business Case and
Problem
Statements
	Fact:
A critical component of CTER's mission is to deliver quality online instruction. 

	
	
	

	
	
	Assumption:

The total quality of online instruction depends not only on the quality of the instructor and course content, but also on the means by which instruction is delivered. 

	
	
	

	
	
	Fact:

Some of CTER’s key stakeholders have indicated dissatisfaction with some of the communicative technologies used for online instruction.  

	
	
	

	
	
	Assumption:

Improving CTER’s means of instructional delivery will positively impact the overall quality of instruction and customer satisfaction.

	
	
	

	
	
	Fact:

Online instruction is still very much in a nascent, experimental stage.  Communication technologies are not standardized and new technologies emerge and die rapidly.  CTER has been experimenting with these technologies, but has not yet documented its findings by means of a formal evaluative comparison. 

	
	
	

	
	
	Assumption:
A formally documented evaluative comparison of CTER’s various means of instructional delivery can lead to a deeper understanding of the capabilities and limitations of existing communication technologies.  This deeper understanding can better inform decision-making processes when selecting specific technologies to meet specific instructional needs.  Selecting optimal technologies to meet instructional needs will improve CTER’s means of instructional delivery, thereby raising the overall quality of instruction and customer satisfaction.

	
	
	

	
	Project Objective
	To improve the means of instructional delivery by providing the client and customers with the information they will need to make effective and efficient decisions when selecting communication technologies to meet instructional needs.

	
	
	

	
	Evaluand
	Online communication technologies that have been used in CTER courses, and/or which may be used to meet specific instructional needs.

	
	
	

	
	Key Stakeholders
	Client:

Sandy Levin, CTER Program Coordinator.

Customers:
CTER Students

CTER Staff:

Instructors, Technical Support, Evaluative and Administrative Staff.

Targeted Benefits:

· Better-informed decision making processes.
· Enhanced instructional delivery and communication.
· Increased customer satisfaction.
· Augmented knowledge base for technical support.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	2. Organizational Analysis: CTER’s Readiness for Change 

	

	
	
	

	
	Client’s
Support
	The client for this project, CTER Coordinator Sandy Levin, has determined that the project objective is in compliance with CTER’s mission, and has lent her support to conducting the project.  She has the principal authority to implement or disregard findings and suggestions generated by this evaluation project.

	
	
	

	
	Customers’ Support
	Since CTER students have indicated dissatisfaction with online communication technologies, it can be inferred that they would like to have these issues resolved.  New data will not be collected from CTER students.  Rather, recent data will be collected from multiple sources in CTER’s archives.

	
	
	

	
	CTER Staff Support
	Instructors:

Sandy Levin emailed instructors who taught classes in the Summer of 2001.  She described the purpose and method of data collection, and invited their voluntary participation.  It can be inferred that those instructors who volunteered to participate believe that achieving the project objective is a cause worthy of their time.

Technical Support Staff:

Beside the fact that CTER Technical Support is under the direct supervision of Sandy Levin, the staff will benefit from an increased knowledge base presented in a user-friendly format.  The evaluation findings will provide useful reference material for Tech Support staff.

Evaluative Support:

Merrill Chandler, CTER Program Evaluator, has provided ICES evaluation data from Summer 2001 courses and has agreed to participate in the meta-evaluation of data collection and findings.

Administrative Support:

CTER Director Jim Levin has lent his support to this evaluation, and has agreed to participate as one of the instructors to be interviewed.

	
	
	

	
	Cultural
Propensity
for Change
	· CTER has an established commitment to improving the quality of online instructional delivery, and has a track record of willingness to experiment with new technologies to realize that improvement.  
· CTER engages regularly in evaluation of various components of the program.  
· Technical Support Staff has the competence and resources to implement change.  

	
	
	

	
	
	


	3. Evaluation Plan: Needs Analysis, Meta-Evaluation & Eval. of Technologies

	

	
	
	

	
	Needs
Analysis
	Timeline: 

The purpose of the needs analysis is to identify CTER’s instructional needs that require communications technologies.  The Needs Analysis Flowchart in Appendix A summarizes the data collection method to be used.  Data collection will take place between 1/14/02 and 4/14/02.

Subjects, Instrumentation, Procedures for Data Collection, & Analysis:

For each Summer 2001 course in which the instructor has agreed to participate in the evaluation, data on students’ attitudes towards the use of online communication technologies for instructional purposes will be collected and summarized.  Meta-evaluation: With CTER Tech Support, Evaluative, and Administrative staff, interview questions will be added to the data summaries, and the final report will be presented to the instructor.  An example of such a report can be found in Appendix B.

Reporting Plan for Client

A complete report to the client will be presented online in the form of a Web site.  It will be designed to permit easy access to each part of the report, including multimedia components, such as those described below, and presented in Appendices C, D and E.
Reporting Plan for CTER Staff

The interview with the instructor will be recorded and summarized.  An example of the interview summary can be found in Appendix C.  Interview summaries will be collected and posted online to assist CTER Staff’s decision-making as it prepares to offer these courses in the future.

Reporting Plan for CTER Instructors and Students

When instructors’ interviews offer insight into the use of online communication technologies for online instruction, excerpts from these interviews will be transcribed posted online with corresponding audio clips.  These are intended to answer questions that other instructors may have as they try to decide which delivery methods will best suit their instructional needs.  An example of such a transcript can be found in Appendix D.  Meta-evaluation:  New questions raised in interviews may be incorporated into subsequent interviews, subject to review of CTER staff.


	
	
	

	
	Evaluation of Technologies
	As time permits, the evaluator will conduct evaluations of online communication technologies in cooperation with an independent group that shares interests similar to the project objective.  This will involve weekly meetings that test these technologies in multiple computing environments.  Project members record their observations to provide comprehensive descriptions of the various products’ capabilities and limitations.  This Online Communication Technologies Workgroup will collect and share data via WebBoard.  The project manager/evaluator will compile this data into a spreadsheet primarily for use by CTER Tech Support as a reference material, and secondarily for students and instructors who wish to conduct further research into applying these technologies for instructional purposes.  An example of the spreadsheet can be found in Appendix E. 

	
	
	

	4. Budget 

	

	
	
	

	
	Labor
	Laborer

Activity

Hours

Compensation/Hr

Total

Project Manager / Evaluator / Developer

Proposal

Interview

Transcription

Development

4

3

3

40

$20

$1000

CTER Coordinator

Meta-Evaluation

3

$20

$60

CTER Evaluator

Meta-Evaluation

3

$20

$60

Instructors

Interviews

3

$20

$60



	
	
	

	
	Supplies
	Materials

Total

8.5 x 11 paper, printing & copy charges

$15

MiniDiscs for recording interviews

$25



	
	
	

	
	Technology
Access
	Resources

Total

Computer Network Access

$20

Server Storage Space

$50



	
	
	

	
	PROJECT
TOTAL
	Total

$1310



	
	
	

	
	
	


Appendix A. Needs Analysis Flowchart

Appendix B. Example of Summarized Data and Interview Questions

A Report on the Technical Difficulties 
Experienced with Online Communications Technologies
in the (TERM) CTER (COURSE TITLE) Course

Jim Bertelsen
February 17, 2002
This report investigates prior uses of online communications technologies supporting (COURSE TITLE) in an effort to improve future course delivery methods.  Students’ summative evaluations, text chat logs, and technical support email messages relating to the use of communications technologies in the course have been extracted, compiled and compared in this document to develop a more complete understanding of the circumstances leading to problems in communications technologies and procedures.  Some preliminary corrective recommendations have been made in this document where appropriate.  Further review with the CTER technical support, administrative and evaluative staff, as well as with instructor is highly recommended.

Table of Contents

1.      Introduction

2.      Students’ Summative Evaluation Likert Scale Questions: Comparison of AM & PM Groups’ Responses
3-4.  Students’ Summative Evaluation Open-Ended Questions: Comparison of AM & PM Groups’ Responses 
5-6.  Analysis of Student Chat Logs; Preliminary Recommended Courses of Action.
7-8.  Relevant Email Messages Sent to CTER Tech Support
9.      Interview Questions

This page shows comparisons of student responses to summative evaluation surveys for (COURSE TITLE) AM and PM groups.  Responses below are shown only in cases where students expressed some measure of dissatisfaction with technology used in the course.  Note the counterintuitive result that the PM group had many more difficulties than the AM group.  Since new technologies were being experimented with, one might expect that problems that arose during AM sessions would have been resolved prior to corresponding PM sessions. Results may indicate otherwise, however.  One possible cause may be the division of CTER 2 students in the AM group and CTER 3 students in the PM group.  That is, overall experience with communications technologies may have played a significant role, suggesting that more intensive training and support is required for less experienced cohorts.

	(COURSE TITLE) AM Survey Results

	Question

	4=

Strongly Agree

	3=

Agree

	2=

Disagree

	1=

Strongly Disagree


	3. Technologies were used effectively by instructor.

	30%

	65%

	4%

	0


	8. It was easy to use the technology in this course.

	52%

	43%

	6%

	0


	11. I had little difficulty accessing the technology used in this course.

	48%

	43%

	9%

	0


	5. Technology helped me interact with classmates.
	52%

	48%

	0

	0


	6. Technology used supported goals of the class.

	39%

	61%

	0

	0


	7. Technologies used were appropriate.

	39%

	61%

	0

	0


	9. I received useful technical support in this course.

	39%

	61%

	0

	0


	10. I received timely technical support in this course.

	52%

	48%

	0

	0


	12. I received the necessary training to use the technology in this course.

	52%

	48%

	0

	0


	26. Technologies used in this course supported my learning.

	39%

	61%

	0

	0



	
	(COURSE TITLE) PM Survey Results
Question
4=

Strongly Agree

3=

Agree

2=

Disagree

1=

Strongly Disagree

3. Technologies were used effectively by instructor.

11%

72%

11%

6%

8. It was easy to use the technology in this course.

33%

56%

11%

0

11. I had little difficulty accessing the technology used in this course.

11%

78%

11%

0

5. Technology helped me interact with classmates.

17%

61%

22%

0

6. Technology used supported goals of the class.

22%

61%

17%

0

7. Technologies used were appropriate.

41%

47%

12%

0

9. I received useful technical support in this course.

39% 

50%

11%

0

10. I received timely technical support in this course.

28%

50%

22%

0

12. I received the necessary training to use the technology in this course.

33%

44%

17%

6%

26. Technologies used in this course supported my learning.

22%

56%

17%

6%




This page shows responses to open-ended questions in which students expressed dissatisfaction with technologies used in the course.  The hypothesis proposed above (CTER 2 students had less trouble because technologies were already familiar) seems to be supported by the response “Technology was nothing new” in the AM CTER 2 group, and the numerous complaints about chats made by the PM CTER 3 group, e.g. “Acclimating to the technology was tough.”

	(COURSE TITLE) AM Survey Results

	Those technologies which hindered learning include: 

· Synchronous chats did not develop (1)

· Technical difficulties (1)

· Roger Wilco limitations

· Wanted more instructor participation (1)

· Technology was not important(1)

· Technology was nothing new


	
	(COURSE TITLE) PM Survey Results
Those technologies which hindered learning include: 

· Chats (5)

· Synchronous chats failed (CTER took a risk with new tech so OK)

· Difficult to log onto

· Inefficient

· Did not receive enough help

· Moved too quickly (could not read/write comments that quickly)

· Ninety minute audio lectures (3)

· Had no warning about lectures at orientation

· Lectures not available for later listening

· Slow 

· Distorted

· Technology used only as replacement of meeting in a classroom (2)

· (COURSE TITLE) run like a traditional course

· Numerous technology problems  (2)

· Roger Wilco, I-Visit, Media Player

· Group interactions (1)

· One person crowded out others

· Acclimating to technology was tough (1)




Sandy Levin: “Some of the responses in the PM group make me think that we are not being explicit enough in our clearly explaining that asynchronous does not mean the same as online which can have synchronous sessions.”
	(COURSE TITLE) AM Survey Results

	What are the major limitations of this course?

· Chats difficult (1)

· Can’t respond quickly enough 


	What would you suggest to improve this course?  


· Better connect online chats with lectures (1)
· Make chat groups smaller (1) to induce greater group participation


	
	(COURSE TITLE) PM Survey Results
What are the major limitations of this course?

· Too many synchronous sessions (4)

· Wanted an asynchronous course

· The face to face meetings (3)

· Two days on campus is a burden  

· Time/timing (3)

·  Synchronous chats conducted during workday 

· four weeks for course not enough time

· WebBoard (2)

· Constantly getting disconnected 

· Course delivery (1) 

· Working in large groups (1)

· Technology was not used to adapt to this type of learning environment (1)

What would you suggest to improve this course?  

· Improve access to WebBoard and technology (1)



	(COURSE TITLE) AM Chat Logs Analysis
	(COURSE TITLE) PM Chat Logs Analysis

	1. Firewalls prevented some students from connecting to RealAudio chats.
Recommended solution: Provide students with information about this problem, including port addresses for RA traffic.


2. Some students wanted private chat rooms to go along with their private group conferences in WebBoard.
Recommended solution: Investigate options for small group chats either in WebBoard or via other methods.


3. iVisit chats were stymied by limits on number of possible connections and misunderstandings about use of IP addresses for connecting to one another.
Recommended solution: Review iVisit’s progress over the last year.  Limits still apply?  Clearly explain the advantages and limitations of iVisit for those who may want to use it, especially for small group meetings.


4. Students were frustrated by the need to switch back and forth between iVisit for voice communications and WebBoard for text chat.
Recommended solution: Unless iVisit has resolved limit on number of users, do not use iVisit for class lectures.  However, recommend its use for small groups, since it voice and text chat are integrated into the same interface.  Also, may want to investigate IRC (+ Roger Wilco) as alternative.  For two-person chats, explore IRC (+ Roger Wilco) vs NetMeeting vs AOL IM.


5. Students frequently requested that the URL for Instructor’s RealAudio broadcasts be re-posted to WebBoard chats.
Recommended solution: Post URL in WebBoard and class Web site.  Demonstrate how to save URL as bookmark in RealPlayer.


6. Students and instructor were often booted out of WebBoard chat while using both Internet Explorer and Netscape.
Recommended solution: Since problems with chat connections continue even with the upgraded WebBoard, strongly recommend the use of IRC for chat.  Make sure software and setup tutorial are provided on orientation CD-ROM, in  class WebBoard, and on CTER Tech Support pages.


7. Students trying to connect to Instructor’s RA broadcasts were often confused when they attempted to connect prior to his having begun transmission.
Recommended solution: Create a looping CTER announcement that Instructor can start to play prior to initiating his broadcast.


8. After connecting to RA broadcast, students still couldn’t hear audio.
Recommended solution: Provide an online troubleshooting procedure that will test computer and speaker volume settings.


9. After Instructor began his broadcast, he would spend time asking each student who was logged into WebBoard whether or not s/he could hear him.  Students would respond via text in WebBoard.  This seemed effective, but also seemed to eat up some time at the beginning of each lecture.
Recommended solution: Find an alternate method (eg. CTER Tech takes responsibility) for students to check whether or not they can hear broadcast without Instructor having to do this check himself at the start of each lecture.


10.  Students complained that Instructor’s lectures were cut off at the end, just before he switched from voice to text chat.
Recommended solution: Leave RealProducer running for at least one minute after finishing his broadcast, but make sure to remember to turn it off after that minute.


11. Some students needed to re-download RealPlayer and couldn’t find the URL for download.
Recommended solution: Post the download URL in WebBoard and on class Web site.  Remind students that RealPlayer can be installed from CD-ROM.  Provide online troubleshooter for students who may experience problems connecting. 
	1. Some students complained about face-to-face meeting and teleconferencing.
Recommended solution: 
1. Be more specific in course information that online does not necessarily mean entirely asynchronous.  Some classes do require weekly synchronous sessions.
2. Talk to Instructor about whether or not meeting and/or teleconferencing are necessary.  Post results prominently on class Web site.  If teleconferencing is option, post procedures on class Web site prior to start of semester.


2. Some students wanted to use iVisit for their small group meetings but didn’t know how to identify their own IP addresses.
Recommended solution: Post online tutorial for this procedure; add this information to iVisit tutorial as well.  Explain bookmarking and dynamic vs. static IP addresses.  Perhaps there may be firewall issues as well.


3. Some students wanted to use Roger Wilco.
Recommended solution: Post online a central communications technologies portal, explaining advantages and limitations of each technology, along with links to tutorials, troubleshooters and other relevant information.


CTER Tech Email Excerpts:
These are primarily for CTER Tech Support to review as we make preparations for the summer 2002 class.  Comments from the instructor as to which of the following are still relevant or need to be changed/ignored are welcome.

1. From Instructor:
We should arrange to (we if haven't already done so) record and archive the lecture/chat sessions from each Monday/Wednesday/Friday, for people who can't participate live (that's 2 each day, the 9-10:30 session and the 1:30-3:00 session).

2. From Instructor:
One other project, which I hope won't take too much effort:
We need to create 4 closed WebBoard conferences for CTER 2 and 3, each. These are for the project teams, and only project team members (plus me) should be included. Here is the list of team members for each conference. The conferences will be named:

CTER 2: 
Brahms: (Students’ names)
Mozart: (Students’ names)
Haydn: (Students’ names)
Verdi: (Students’ names)

CTER 3:
Bizet: (Students’ names)
Mahler: (Students’ names)
Handel: (Students’ names)
Vivaldi: (Students’ names)

Please remember to add me to all eight. Thanks!


3. From Instructor:
… I have created closed conferences for each team in WebBoard, but I am still assigning users to each team. You won't be able to get in until I have authorized you as a user (that's what it means for them to be "closed") - and I'm working on that.


4. From Instructor:
Thanks to the efforts of our ace staff, the streamed lecture for today is up and ready to download:
http://cter.ed.uiuc.edu/courses/eps304/su01/recordedlectures.htm
We hope to have the audioconferencing problem solved by Friday.


5. From Instructor:
I am having trouble downloading my audio file to the CTER folder.
(This was a result of space limitations in CTER folder.  This problem could come up again.  FIND SOLUTION.)



6. From Instructor:

I have created conferences in your WebBoard space entitled "All Final Projects." You can post the current URL for your projects in this conference (so others can view them if they wish) - you are not required to do this unless you want to post the URL for feedback, etc.

I assume that these may be revised or changed in the remaining time until the due date, so I will not evaluate them yet.

When the final due date arrives (August 3), please post a message in that conference telling me that the final version has been posted (if the URL changes, let me know). That is the version I will review and evaluate.

Thanks,
Instructor

ps.  Please remember to add all of the team member names as creators of the page and text that reads something like this:
This project was completed as an assignment for the (COURSE TITLE) course (link to course syllabus?) as part of the CTER Masters degree program (link this?) at the University of Illinois, Urbana/Champaign. You should probably also add my name/link as course instructor.

7. From Instructor:
(Re: adding students to conferences)
It seems that you already created most of them…  I added a few more, but some students do not appear in the address book list.

Interview Questions for Instructor:

1. What communications technologies did you use in (COURSE TITLE) prior to the Summer 2001?


2. The last time you taught this course, you indicated the need for the following:
a. A class Web site providing information about the course and links to online resources.
b. The ability to deliver live, online audio lectures so that:
    - students could hear your voice.
    - students could respond to your lecture in real time via synchronous text chat.

Were those needs met to your satisfaction?  Please explain.
Do you feel those needs were a good match for the needs of the students?
Have your instructional needs for this course as they relate to communications technologies changed since last summer?
(Referring to emails on p. 7-8 may be helpful.)  Do you anticipate needs will change for this summer’s course?


3. How did the following communications technologies used in this course support or frustrate your instructional needs?
Class Web site
WebBoard Asynchronous Conferences
WebBoard Synchronous Text Chats
iVisit
Roger Wilco


4. How did CTER Tech Support staff support or frustrate your instructional needs? What could CTER-tech have done differently to make your experience and your students’ experience better?  
Design of class Web site
Support for WebBoard Asynchronous Conferences
Support for WebBoard Synchronous Text Chats
Support for iVisit
Support for Roger Wilco


5. Do you have specific requests regarding communications technologies for the next time you teach this course?  What programmatic/technical support do you need for successful/full implementation of this course?  Can you summarize your needs and explain why each need exists?


6. What technologies would you recommend that other instructors use or not use?  Why?

Appendix C. Example of Interview Results Summary

Personal note: I should make it very clear to the instructor that I am not in any way evaluating the instructor’s work.  I’m simply trying to figure out the best way to match technologies and tech support to the instructor’s needs.



· Highly disparate answers between first and second cohorts suggests good evidence for putting this course at the end of the CTER program – greater facility with the technologies used


· Need to emphasize difference between online/offline synchronous/asynchronous
--students have much more of a consumer approach


· Perhaps we should require a synchronous session prior to orientation.  This could really help to drive home the idea that in some cases synchronous sessions are required.


· IVisit and Roger Wilco were experiments.  When those didn’t work we gave them up and tried something else.


· Why the need for a synchronous session?
-- The simple answer is, my course is philosophical. It’s primarily about developing certain habits of critical thinking and reflection.  The subject matter is just the raw material on which we practice these skills and dispositions.  So, it can’t be a lecture-oriented or dissemination-oriented class.  There need to be occasions, whether it’s for small or large groups, where a problem or an issue is on the table and people really have to work it through in real time and interact with each other and also with the Socratic instructor throwing in questions, challenges, devil’s advocate arguments as the process moves forward.  That doesn’t work asynchronously because there’s too long of a lag between a comment – my, sort of, “Well, can you amplify by what you meant by that?” or “What would you say to this counterexample?”  And then the student’s response might be three days after the original comment and, in the meantime, twenty other things have been posted that go in different directions.  

So, there’s just something about the need to say, “Whoa!  Wait a second!  Before we get any further, let’s stop right here and look at what the assumptions are in the argument being made here.”  Or, “Isn’t there a useful distinction to be made in what you’re saying between ‘A’ and ‘B’?”  Whatever the intervention is, it has to happen immediately because if it happens 24 hours or 48 hours later, the discussion doesn’t stop to reflect on that question.  It goes forward and the moment is lost.  So for a more dialogical or Socratic approach, which is my approach to teaching my philosophical courses, I need that opportunity to engage students more or less in real time.  

It doesn’t have to be voice, although I probably prefer voice.  I thought it worked reasonably well with text…  That’s why these 90-minute sessions were about 15% - 20% lecture and about 80% give and take through the chat mechanism.  To me, that’s where the real work of the class was happening.

Why would I prefer voice?  Well, first of all, I don’t type fast enough.  And there’s a quality of give and take, of engagement, that I think, again even with text is not always easy, if you have a big enough group, especially.  And you know, this is true.  I have a former student who is teaching an online course for HRE now.  She was talking about how difficult it is when you actually have three or four different threads going on in the chat at one time.  Partly because of the lag time, partly because people are reading.  Sometimes, in fact, the order of things is different for some students.  Occasionally people will read a question from me that they actually see before they see the statement that I’m responding to because my connection is faster.  So that just causes, I think, some confusion and delays. 

Another reason is just really a personal one, which is that I tend to try to use a certain amount of humor and sarcasm in my teaching.  As is well established, I think, sarcasm and irony don’t always come across in text the same way that they do in speech.  Facial expressions and tone of voice can sometimes have a lot to do…  Of course there’re smileys and emoticons that we use to mark things online as meant jokingly, but even then, although I think I’m getting better at this, there have been moments where I wasn’t really sure how to say something in such a way that poked fun at a position or made light of something that didn’t come across as being harsh or judgmental.  Again, I think voice would be easier from that standpoint.  I’d prefer voice if I could get it, but I think I got pretty good at using the chat, except at a certain level of typographical errors in what I sent out.


· Live audio stream – 1 way – instructor to students – instructor using 2 computers one for running real producer, the other for the text chat – occasionally students would type in a question, or ask instructor to repeat what he just said, or he might take the chance to amplify what he had just said – but in general there wasn’t much two way interaction with students during the live audio lecture.  I could track what they were typing, but I was very much into delivering my lecture.  At that I point, I exited that audio and went entirely into text chat.  So for the last ¾ of these sessions I was only doing text chat with the students.


· Is there any reason that these largely non-interactive lectures couldn’t have been pre-recorded so that students could listen to it prior to a synchronous text chat session?

Not really.  But you would lose the opportunity for people to be able to ask you questions mid-stream.  As long as the lectures are relatively short, I don’t really have any major problems with doing that.  You’d lose something, but then maybe you’d gain something for the convenience, and it becomes that much less time that they have to be logged on.  But for the synchronous chat, whether it’s text-to-text or text-to-voice or full voice, I think that has to be synchronous.  I would much prefer voice-to-voice interaction, but if their connections are not going to allow that, then that’s a problem.

But then again, for me it’s really a question of the energy of the moment.  I’m there, I’m talking to them, they’ve just heard the lecture.  If they downloaded and some people listened to it two days before, and others listened just 15 minutes before the class started, some people skipped through it…  There’s something to having at least a semi-captive audience.    They’re all hearing it at the same time, and then you go straight into a discussion about it.  That’s still my preferred method.


· Use of NetBias VOICE?
Like the idea of being able to project something, so there’s something in common that we’re talking about and can all see during the synchronous lectures.  Don’t know if I’d really use the PowerPoint for my lectures as much as a Web site or a paragraph from an article that I might post.  You create a sharper engagement when everybody has the same thing in front of them.  It also gives you something to refer back to so that the discussion is a little less free floating.  I haven’t done much of that, but would probably use that feature if I could.  For example, critically analyzing a Web site, which is one of the things that I do ask them to do in the class.


· What would voice-to-voice add?
I think voice-to-voice interactions have a little more personality.  Given the way I like to use humor, voice tends to be more effective.  I don’t really type quickly or neatly enough.  For example, a standard philosophical tool in the toolkit is to describe a hypothetical scenario.  So let’s say you had a student in your class who was doing X, and their parents found out about it and came in and were arguing with you about it, and said you mishandled it.  How would you respond to the parents?  I want to be able to say that, just like that.  By the time it would have taken me to type that paragraph, 14 other comments have come up which take the discussion in a different direction.  Sometimes the thing I was responding to isn’t even on the screen anymore.  And I want to be able to respond to some of those other comments that do pop up while I’m typing, so voice can be more efficient.  

Also there’s a certain amount of course management.  I don’t want to exaggerate this, but I also think it’s part of the experience of teaching.  I think if you say, “OK, for the next five minutes, I just want to focus on this question.  So please limit your comments to this.”  I just think that that has a different kind of authority and effectiveness than if you type that.  Not that it couldn’t work at all the other way, but I just think that there is something about the instructor’s literal voice that does help to keep people on task, or encourage them.  I just think that there’s something personal about it that just doesn’t work the same way in text.  

I’m not overly concerned about this.  I think some people are in terms of online teaching.  I suppose a certain amount of my teaching involves drawing students to me.  Wanting them to see that certain things are important because I think they’re important.  I do think that’s something I see as lacking a little bit in the non face-to-face interactions.  It’s not that I’m just one other person in the chat, it’s not that straightforward.  I think there’s a certain vitality, or something like that, about saying, “I think this is a really important question, let’s focus on this.”  It just seems to me it’s different from typing it.

One thing that’s interesting about the text chat, by the way, that wouldn’t have worked under voice is, we started talking about identity theft as a growing problem online.  We all started switching our user name so that we were posting messages under the names of other people in the class.  It was fun at that point just to give up my role as professor, and just to play along as just another student in the class.  But in general, I like the voice better.



· I think the voice/text combo is a good combination that doesn’t depend on every participant having the same level of technology.  There’s an asymmetry since you’re speaking and they’re typing, but I don’t think it’s all that intrusive.  And I think in exchange for that you get some of that immediacy and vitality of actually having an exchange with the student.  I think for faculty who haven’t done that, I think that’s probably the first thing I would suggest.

Appendix D. Example of Interview Transcript

(03:11) <Audio Clip>

Dr. Nick Burbules talks about why in his online courses synchronous sessions are sometimes necessary. 


Transcript:


The simple answer is, my course is philosophical. It’s primarily about developing certain habits of critical thinking and reflection.  The subject matter is just the raw material on which we practice these skills and dispositions.  So, it can’t be a lecture-oriented or dissemination-oriented class.  There need to be occasions, whether it’s for small or large groups, where a problem or an issue is on the table and people really have to work it through in real time and interact with each other and also with the Socratic instructor throwing in questions, challenges, devil’s advocate arguments as the process moves forward.  That doesn’t work asynchronously because there’s too long of a lag between a comment – my, sort of, “Well, can you amplify by what you meant by that?” or “What would you say to this counterexample?”  And then the student’s response might be three days after the original comment and, in the meantime, twenty other things have been posted that go in different directions.  

So, there’s just something about the need to say, “Whoa!  Wait a second!  Before we get any further, let’s stop right here and look at what the assumptions are in the argument being made here.”  Or, “Isn’t there a useful distinction to be made in what you’re saying between ‘A’ and ‘B’?”  Whatever the intervention is, it has to happen immediately because if it happens 24 hours or 48 hours later, the discussion doesn’t stop to reflect on that question.  It goes forward and the moment is lost.  So for a more dialogical or Socratic approach, which is my approach to teaching my philosophical courses, I need that opportunity to engage students more or less in real time.  

For me it’s really a question of the energy of the moment.  I’m there, I’m talking to them, they’ve just heard the lecture.  If they downloaded and some people listened to it two days before, and others listened just 15 minutes before the class started, some people skipped through it…  There’s something to having at least a semi-captive audience.    They’re all hearing it at the same time, and then you go straight into a discussion about it.  That’s still my preferred method.


(02:10) <Audio Clip>

Dr. Nick Burbules talks about the ways in which voice communication sometimes suits his online instructional needs better than text can.

Transcript:


Why would I prefer voice?  Well, first of all, I don’t type fast enough.  And there’s a quality of give and take, of engagement, that I think, again even with text is not always easy, if you have a big enough group, especially.  And you know, this is true.  I have a former student who is teaching an online course for HRE now.  She was talking about how difficult it is when you actually have three or four different threads going on in the chat at one time.  Partly because of the lag time, partly because people are reading.  Sometimes, in fact, the order of things is different for some students.  Occasionally people will read a question from me that they actually see before they see the statement that I’m responding to because my connection is faster.  So that just causes, I think, some confusion and delays. 

Another reason is just really a personal one, which is that I tend to try to use a certain amount of humor and sarcasm in my teaching.  As is well established, I think, sarcasm and irony don’t always come across in text the same way that they do in speech.  Facial expressions and tone of voice can sometimes have a lot to do…  Of course there’re smileys and emoticons that we use to mark things online as meant jokingly, but even then, although I think I’m getting better at this, there have been moments where I wasn’t really sure how to say something in such a way that poked fun at a position or made light of something that didn’t come across as being harsh or judgmental.  Again, I think voice would be easier from that standpoint.  I’d prefer voice if I could get it, but I think I got pretty good at using the chat, except at a certain level of typographical errors in what I sent out.

(03:40) <Audio Clip>


Dr. Nick Burbules talks about what he feels the advantages of voice-to-voice communication would be for synchronous online instruction.

Transcript:

I think voice-to-voice interactions have a little more personality.  Given the way I like to use humor, voice tends to be more effective.  I don’t really type quickly or neatly enough.  For example, a standard philosophical tool in the toolkit is to describe a hypothetical scenario.  So let’s say you had a student in your class who was doing X, and their parents found out about it and came in and were arguing with you about it, and said you mishandled it.  How would you respond to the parents?  I want to be able to say that, just like that.  By the time it would have taken me to type that paragraph, 14 other comments have come up which take the discussion in a different direction.  Sometimes the thing I was responding to isn’t even on the screen anymore.  And I want to be able to respond to some of those other comments that do pop up while I’m typing, so voice can be more efficient.  

Also there’s a certain amount of course management.  I don’t want to exaggerate this, but I also think it’s part of the experience of teaching.  I think if you say, “OK, for the next five minutes, I just want to focus on this question.  So please limit your comments to this.”  I just think that that has a different kind of authority and effectiveness than if you type that.  Not that it couldn’t work at all the other way, but I just think that there is something about the instructor’s literal voice that does help to keep people on task, or encourage them.  I just think that there’s something personal about it that just doesn’t work the same way in text.  

I’m not overly concerned about this.  I think some people are in terms of online teaching.  I suppose a certain amount of my teaching involves drawing students to me.  Wanting them to see that certain things are important because I think they’re important.  I do think that’s something I see as lacking a little bit in the non face-to-face interactions.  It’s not that I’m just one other person in the chat, it’s not that straightforward.  I think there’s a certain vitality, or something like that, about saying, “I think this is a really important question, let’s focus on this.”  It just seems to me it’s different from typing it.

(01:02) <Audio Clip>

Dr. Nick Burbules talks about how text-only online interaction can sometimes be an advantage over voice communication. 

Transcript:

One thing that’s interesting about the text chat, by the way, that wouldn’t have worked under voice is, we started talking about identity theft as a growing problem online.  We all started switching our user name so that we were posting messages under the names of other people in the class.  It didn’t get totally out of hand, but we might not have been able to play that particular game if it had been voice or face-to-face.  In that particular context the anonymity became a benefit.  It was fun at that point just to give up my role as professor, and just to play along as just another student in the class.

(00:50) <Audio Clip>


Dr. Nick Burbules talks about how combining voice and text for synchronous online sessions is ideal for his instructional needs. 

Transcript:

I think the voice/text combo is a good combination that doesn’t depend on every participant having the same level of technology.  There’s an asymmetry since you’re speaking and they’re typing, but I don’t think it’s all that intrusive.  And I think in exchange for that you get some of that immediacy and vitality of actually having an exchange with the student.  I think for faculty who haven’t done that, I think that’s probably the first thing I would suggest.

Appendix E. Partial Example of Independent Workgroup Evaluation Spreadsheet
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